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This matter was opened before the New Jdersey State Real

tale Appralsers 5oard (the "Board”) upon the Board's receipt of a

complaint from Flagstar Bank regarding an appraisal that respondent
<darics Quintero rrepared upon broperty located at isg Tontine Avenue,
Lyrdhursy, New jersey (che “subject property appraisal”). In reviewing
this matter, the Board has considered available information concerning
the subject pr Perty appraisal, ro include, without limitation, a
written statement dated August 3, 2005 thart respondent provided to the
Board and testimony that respondent offered when he appeared before the
Board, represented by Thomas &a. Harley, Esqg., for an investigative
ring on February 23, 2010.

Upon review of available information, the Roardg finds that
rzgpondent was engaged by Flagship Mertgage Corporarion °on or about May
i, 2009, to appraise residential broperty located at 158 Tontine

Avenue, Lyndhurs:c, New Jersey. The subject Property was a 94 vear oid

with 2 gross living area of approximately—1-636 Square foer.
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Hhen preparing the appraisal, respondent estimated the effective age of

LSE SUDIect propErtyv to be 20 Years. FRespondent brepared an appraisal
Yeporl, which he dated and signed on June 9, 2009, wherein he appraised
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rRespendent then prepared a second appraisal report on the
progerty lafter concerns were raised to him by his client concerning

data in the criginal appraisal repert), which he resubmitted to Flagstar

°nocr zbout July 2, 20066 Respondent made corrections Lo the reported

Sross living avea of rhe comparabie properties that he analvzed in
developing the sales comparison approach to value and revised his
orinion Of merxet value From $481,000 tc $475,000.° While respondent
ceveloped a cost approach in the appraisal, he did not give any
censideration to rhar approach in his final analysis, and insteaqg relied

exclusively on the value conclusion reached in the sales comparison

Bin tne sales comparison approach, respéndenc considered
lvzed thres comparable sales, and found the adjusted value of the
Chrees salés to be $£75,300 {comparable sale #1), S422,225 {comparabie
sale #2) and S458,000 {comparable sale #3) . Respondent reported
ceumparable sale #: to have an actual age of 59 vears, and, while

TERCYTLing the condition of the property to be “renovated”, failed to

St&te in his repor: rthat the Broperty was in fact new censtruction.
Respondent than  ralied exclusively on comparable sale #1  when

reécenciling the adiusted values of the three comparable sales, and
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Specifically, respondent initially IEDOrEedeuiépxxﬂL7iving areas
rable properties thatr he analyzed—to be 16605007 1807,

feet respectively (based on visual cbservation). Within
isal report, respondent based hig reporting of gross living
comparable properties upon information that he obtained
¥ Association of County Tax Boards, ang reported the gross

t+Ve comparable sales to be 1782 {322 increase), 2211
{42% increase), 2458 (45% increase} and 2751 (31%
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conciuded that the indicated value of the subject property by the sales

ko vas $475,000 [comparable broperties #2 and #5 were
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both listings rather cthan salss - when appearing before the Boarad,
respendent tescified thar he did not give any weight to those pProperties
whan determining hig opinion of wvalue in the sales comparison approach] .

Zltrnough respondent’ s revised report was brepared thirty days after his

The Board has reviewed the subjecc Property appraisal report,
&nd finds cthar the appraisal wag misleading and that the wvalue
conclusion chersin was inflated. Specifically, the Boargd concludes that
the comparable sales that respondent analyzed within the saleg
comparison approach were all superior in effective age, design and
appeal to the subjecr property, and thac respondent ‘s heavy reliance on
comzaracle sals %31 was particularly inappropriate given his failure to
have disclosed or recognized that the Property was new construction and

given his concomitan-s failure to have made any adjustments between
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ubject property based thereon.

card finds that, in Preparing the subject appraisal,
csvondent violated muitiple provisione of the Uniform Standards of
Prciessional 2ppraisal Practice (the "USPAP”}, to include Standards

Rules 1-1 ia), (b} and {c). The Board additionally finds that

r;sjand@n LT A e Qrgnd:rda p’dlv«':‘“‘i"%*‘*{‘by fdilinq s adeqnarst

anazivze marketing time and area trend issues) and 1-g (by failing to
have sppropriately reconcile dara available and analyzed within the

Yeooroi, and thar respondent wviolated the Scope of Work Rule by not



edequately determining and performing the scope of work necessavry

develop a credible assignment result.

The Board concludes that, by failing to ensure thai iz

Ena by violating the above cited provisions of USPAP, respoihc o

viclated N.J.A.C. 13:4C2-6.1 and engaged in professional misconduci, ..

trat cause for formal action against respondent exists pursuant o

1-2314d}, N.J.S5.A. 45:1-21(e) and/or N.J.S.A. 45:1-23 (k) .

The parties desiring to resolve this matter without need for addit iorn- .
administracive pfoceedings, and the Board being satisfied that geoodo
Calse exists for the €Enrry of the within Order,

IT X5 on this 30%% day of December, 2010,

ORDERED ang AGREED:

1. Respondent Carlos Quintero is hereby formally
revrimanded for having engaged in professional misconduct, by havina
failzd to comply with the requirements of the USPAP, as detailed abvve

2. Respondent Carlos Quintero is hereby assessed a civl

penalty in the amount of $3.000, which penalty shall be paid in twenis -

fcur egual installments of $125, tche first installment to pe due on o-
before December 307, 2010, and each subsequent installment to be paid
o or before the 350 of each month thereafter, with a final payment :o

be due on or before November 30, 2012.

3 Pespondsnt F2Y1AS*Q&%ﬁ68f®~%s—hEI€bV“HSseﬁgﬁd CaSte of

investigation, in the amount of $352.00, which Costs shall be paid
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Iuil upon Entry of this Order.

4. Respondent shall, within six months of the date of entry
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Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

De
Droposes ©o take

.
D&

course shall

haiels aPprove an

"successfully complete”

at the complec:
continuing educa

reguired.

he

take and successfully complete a 15 hour

reguired to secure

course in the
Respondent shall
bre-approval from the Board for any course he

TG satisfy the reguirements of this baragraph. The

taxen in a classroom setting (that is, the Board will

“on-iline” course) . For purposes of this paragraph,

shall mean thatr respondent ghall pass any

Xamiration given at the end of the course and/or obtain a passing grade

on of the course. Respondent may not claim any

tion credit for the completion of the course herein

Frank A. Willis
Board President

have read ang
. and agree to
Order as a matter of




